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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-4, 6-12, 14, and 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Geddes (US 6,481,353). 

With respect to claim 1 , Geddes teaches a method for manufacturing a glass 
panel (Col. 3, lines 8-19) which is partially printed with a plurality of layers in the form of 
a print pattern (Col. 2, lines 12-28 and Figs 1 and 6A). Geddes teaches application of at 
least one layer comprising a "ceramic ink" comprising glass frit (col. 3, line 20 to col. 5, 
line 63). 

Figure 6A depicts an embodiment wherein a ribbon comprises discrete regions of 
printed material, namely panels (38), spaced by regions which are not coated by this 
material. Geddes explicitly states that "the various panels (38) shown in Fig. 6A 
represent one or more ceramic colorant panels used to produce a ceramic colorant 
image (20)" (col. 13, lines 62-64). Stated alternately, Geddes teaches that a single 
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ceramic decal may comprise plural spaced panels (38). The pattern of printed ceramic 
regions of figure 6A are thusly transferred to a substrate (see Example 1) and 
subsequently heat treated to result in the transferred ceramic decal defining a pattern of 
discrete printed areas and/or a plurality of discrete unprinted areas. 

Geddes instructs that the glass sheet with the plurality of layers is subjected to a 
heat treatment or "firing" step wherein the frit in at least one of the layers melts thereby 
fusing the plurality of layers to the glass substrate and binding together the plurality of 
layers (col. 7, line37-col. 8, line 8; col. 16, line 45-54). 

With respect to step (iii) as recited in claim 1 , lines 10-14, it is noted that each of 
the flux, underlayer (col. 3, line 20 to col. 5, line 63), and covercoat layers (see col. 9, 
line 49 to col. 10, line 15) each comprise binders, waxes, and or plastics which are burnt 
off or vaporized upon firing of the ceramic label (again, see for example col. 9, line 49 to 
col. 1 0, line 1 5). It is further evident that at least a portion of one of said flux layers, 
underlayers, or covercoat may reside outside the print pattern of at least one of the 
printed color layers or opassification layers. It follows that at least a portion of at least 
one of the layers residing outside the print pattern of at least one of the layers may be 
burnt off or vaporized during the heat treatment of the label. 

In addition, and although it is not required to support the instant rejection, 
Applicants Specification makes plain that removal of spurious or unwanted depositions 
by selective force (see paragraph [0002]) is well known in the art as is the burn out of 
"transfer process adhesive, covercoat, downcoat, and ceramic ink layers during firing 
and annealing of the glass substrate. (see paragraph [0022]). 
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With respect to claim 2, see any of layers in any of figures 1-6 which depicts that 
a plurality of layers are superimposed. Geddes further states that the embodiment of 
Figure 7 represents the "ribbon" structure of any one of the ribbons from figure 2 
through 6A (col. 13, lines 60-62). It is evident from the depicted structure of Figure 7 
that a single printed panel (38) from figure 6A may comprise a plurality of layers of 
colorant, opacification, and flux layers and that said layers share a common length of 
boundary between contiguous printed areas and unprinted areas. 

Regarding claim 3, see figure 7 and col. 13, line 60 to col. 14, line 56 
Regarding claim 4, see disclosure regarding composition of flux layers which 
may comprise resin among other materials col. 4, lines 43-54 and col. 6, lines 36-44 

With respect to claims 6-8, 20, see col. 7, line 37 to col. 8, line 8. It is the 
Examiners assessment that the heat treatment proceeds through the melting point of 
the resin binder and therefore said molten resin is reasonably construed to at least 
nominally contribute to intermixing of frit layers with the materials of adjacent layers. 

With respect to claim 9, see the opassification layer; col. 5, line 64 to col. 6, line 
55 and/or the color image layers col. 6, line 66 to col. 8, line 59. 

Regarding claim 10, see above comments with respect to binding of layers 
upon firing and the discussion of claim 1 regarding removing pigment outside the print 
pattern. 

Regarding claims 11-12, see col. 6, line 66 to col. 8, line 59. 
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Regarding claim 14, see col. 5, line 64 to col. 6, line 55. Applicant is advised that 
the additional layers (20) may comprise up to about 5 percent weight glass frit (col. 12, 
lines 4-17). 

With respect to claims 1 6-1 7, 21 , 22, Geddes teaches that the plurality of layers 
may be transferred as a decal or "printed" onto the substrate (col. 15, line 36 to col. 16, 
line 63). Fabrication of the decal is construe to comprise application of at least one of 
the layers to a surface of at least another of the layers remote from the glass sheet per 
claim 22. 

Regarding claim 23, see figure 7 

With respect to claim 24, see above discussion on claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 29, Where Geddes teaches a plurality of print regions (38) 
comprise glass frit and a plurality of unprinted regions spacing the printed regions, it 
serves to reason that the glass frit would only fuse to the sheet of glass within the print 
pattern. 

Regarding claim 30, see figure 6A 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claim 13, 15, 18, and 25-28, 31,32,33, 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

as being unpatentable over Geddes (US 6,481,353). 

With respect to claim 13, 25-28, 36, 37, Geddes (US 6,481,353) is silent 
regarding the printing of pigment outside of a designated print area of the printed 
pattern however such a limitation is not construed to patentably distinguish the recited 
invention in view of the ordinary level of skill in the art at the time of the invention. That 
is, one skilled in the art would have found it obvious to provide varying pattern coverage 
for each of the plurality of colorant layers (see figure 7) in order to build up a desired 
image. Application of at least one of these layers or the opassification layer outside of 
the coverage of at least one of the other stacked layers would be viewed as 
conventional and as an obvious extension over the Geddes disclosed process. 

Regarding claim 15, Geddes is silent regarding the use of black ceramic in the 
opassification layer, see col. 5, line 64 to col. 6, line 55, however one of ordinary skill 
however such a modification would have been construed as obvious extension over 
Geddes for one seeking to provide a black contrast layer. 
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Regarding claim 18, Geddes is silent regarding a subsequent quenching 
operation applied to the glass sheet after application of the plurality of layers and after 
the firing process. Applicants Specification (see [0021]) notes that toughening or 
tempering a sheet of glass after firing of a ceramic decal is conventional practice in the 
arts. Further, one skilled in the glass arts would appreciate that subjecting a glass 
sheet to the elevated temperatures in the decal firing operation may relax internal 
stresses within a glass sheet and that a quenching operation such as presently claimed 
would be viewed as an obvious extension over the Geddes processes as a means to 
establish or re-establish a tempered state in a glass sheet. 

With respect to claims 31 , 32, 33, 34, and 35, Applicants Specification makes 
plain that removal of spurious or unwanted depositions by selective force (see 
paragraph [0002]) is well known in the art as is the burn out of "transfer process 
adhesive, covercoat, downcoat, and ceramic ink layers during firing and annealing of 
the glass substrate. (see paragraph [0022]). Although the Geddes reference is silent 
regarding removal of the print layers outside of the desired print pattern, such a process 
would have been viewed as a conventional step for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention. 

Regarding claim 36, see discussion of claim 1 above and discussion of claim 13 
regarding printing outside of the print area 

Regarding claim 37, see figure 6A 

Regarding claim 38, see col. 6, line 66 to col. 8, line 59. 
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Regarding claim 39 and 40, Geddes teaches that the plurality of layers may be 
transferred as a decal or "printed" onto the substrate (col. 15, line 36 to col. 16, line 63). 



Claims 19, 24-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Geddes (US 6,481,353) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Hill (WO 00/460043 published August 10, 2001; please note all column and line 
citations are made with reference to corresponding United States patent 
publication US 6,824,639). 

As noted above, Geddes teaches essentially every aspect of Applicants recited 
invention including, inter alia, application of a plurality of layers to a glass substrate and 
firing the layered structure to yield a ceramic decal. Geddes teaches that at least a 
portion of at least one of the layers is removed or vaporized upon firing of the substrate 
and Applicants Specification makes plain that physically abrading the substrate to 
remove spurious or unwanted portions of the decal is conventional practice in the art. 
Geddes is silent regarding the specific methods of removing unwanted portions of the 
ceramic decal as recited in claim 19, namely by application of vacuum, water jetting, or 
air jetting. 

Hill teaches a closely related method for applying ceramic decals to refractory 
substrates followed by firing of the decal. Hill explicitly notes that unwanted ink regions 
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in the decal may be selectively removed by using abrading nozzles and specifically by 
application of high pressure air nozzles or "air jetting". Where Hill notes that air jetting 
may be employed to the selective removal or unwanted portions of the ceramic decal, 
one skilled in the art would have found it obvious to try such a method for the similar 
selective removal of portions of the Geddes decal. 

1. Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 9-12, and 16-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Hill et al. WO 00/46043 in view of Geddes (US 6,481,353). 

2. Regarding claims 1, 2, 9, 10, 11, and 16, 17 and 21-24, Hill et al. disclose a 
method of partially imaging an imaging surface of a substrate with a plurality of layers of 
marking material which have at least one common boundary within a print pattern that 
covers only certain portions of the substrate and not other portions of the substrate 
(Abstract). The invention pertains to the partial imaging of a substrate with 
superimposed layers of marking material in the form of a print pattern with substantially 
exact registration (pg 1 lines 3-5). The method can be used to make vision control 
panels, especially glass printed with ceramic ink (pg 1 lines 5-6). 

Referring to Figures 5D-F, Hill et al. disclose the transfer of decal 27 comprising 
layers 12,14,16, 38 and 36 to glass sheet 40 (pg 40 lines 1 1 -22). Layers 1 2, 1 4 and 1 6 
are superimposed ceramic ink layers (pg 40 lines 11-13). Ceramic ink layers 12, 14 and 
16, as transferred from decal 27 onto glass sheet 40, define the print pattern on glass 
40 and subsequently tempered glass 50 (Figure 5E & F, pg 40 lines 17-22). Decal 27 
and glass sheet 40 are subjected to a glass tempering heat treatment burning off 
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downcoat 38 and covercoat 36 leaving ceramic ink layers 12, 14 and 16 fused into 
tempered glass 50 in the required print pattern in substantially exact registration (Figure 
5F, pg 40 lines 19-22). Note that parts of layer 38, burned off during the heat treatment, 
exist outside of the print pattern as defined by ceramic ink layers 12, 14 and 16 (Figure 
5D & E). Note that burning and vaporizing constitute the same process. 

Hill teaches that the covercoat and downcoat layers are fabricated from frangible 
organic materials which are burnt off or vaporized during the heat treatment process. 
Therefore, Hill is silent regarding the step wherein parts of another of said layers outside 
the print pattern are burnt off or vaporized during the heat treatment and wherein the 
molten glass frit "binds another of said layers within the print pattern" during the heat 
treatment. 

The closely related ceramic decal printing technique to Geddes discloses 
covercoat and downcoat layers which comprise among other materials a glass flux and 
various binder materials. Specifically, with respect to step (iii) as recited in claim 1 , lines 
10-14, Geddes teaches that each of the flux, the flux underlayer (col. 3, line 20 to col. 5, 
line 63), and the flux covercoat layers (see col. 9, line 49 to col. 10, line 15) each 
comprise binders, waxes, and or plastics which are burnt off or vaporized upon firing of 
the ceramic label (again, see for example col. 9, line 49 to col. 10, line 15). It is further 
evident that at least a portion of one of said flux layers, underlayers, or covercoat may 
reside outside the print pattern of at least one of the printed color layers or 
opassification layers. It follows that at least a portion of at least one of the layers 
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residing outside the print pattern of at least one of the layers may be burnt off or 
vaporized during the heat treatment of the label. Further, At least a portion of the flux 
material in at least one of the covercoat and downcoat layers will bind to the glass frit 
during firing or a heat treatment. 

Where Geddes demonstrates that covercoat and downcoat layers comprising 
glass flux and frangible binder materials are effective to application of ceramic labels on 
glass substrates, one skilled in the art would expect a similar successful application of 
said layer materials in the process as disclosed by Hill. In short, Applicants recited 
invention is construed to constitute no more than the substitution of one known 
covercoat or downcoat material (e.g. the Geddes flux based materials) for the wholly 
frangible materials employed in Hill in a substantially similar manner with the reasonable 
expectation for successfully binding the fired ceramic label to the glass substrate. In 
short, Applicants recited invention is not construed to be patentably distinguished over 
the Hill disclosed process when viewed in light of the closely related ceramic label 
manufacturing process of Geddes. 

Hill et al. do not explicitly disclose that ceramic ink layers 12, 14, and 16 
comprise glass frit, pigment and resin matrix material and that during heat treatment 
glass frit melts causing the subsequent fusing/binding of the layers onto the sheet of 
glass within the print pattern. 
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Hill et al. disclose, however, that ceramic ink typically comprises glass frit, metal 
oxide pigments and a binding medium of solvent, resin and plasticizer (pg 8 lines 3-5). 
Hill et al. further disclose that after ceramic ink is applied to a normal sheet of glass, the 
printed glass is typically subjected to a thermal regime which burns off all components 
of the ceramic ink other than glass frit and pigment and melts the glass frit and fuses the 
remainder of the ink onto the glass (pg 8 lines 1 1 -1 6). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use ceramic ink comprising glass frit, metal oxide pigments and a 
binding medium containing resin as taught by Hill et al. in Hill et al.'s process. The 
rationale for combining is based on the teachings of Hill et al. that use of a ceramic ink 
comprising glass frit, metal oxide pigments and a binding medium of solvent, resin and 
plasticizer in the printing of glass predictably results in a ceramic ink that can be 
effectively printed onto to a normal sheet of glass by heat treatment via melting of the 
glass frit and fusing of the remainder of the ink onto the glass (pg 8 lines 3-5, 1 1 -1 6). 
3. Regarding claim 4, Hill et al. in view of Hill et al. disclose all limitations of claim 
1 (see paragraph 6 above). 

Hill et al. further disclose the introduction of one or more interlayers of clear glass 
flux or glass frit with a clear medium, typically, of solvent, resin and plasticizer noted as 
being essentially a clear ceramic ink without pigments (pg 29 lines 7-11). Hill et al. 
disclose introduction of these interlayers of clear ceramic ink as a way of separating 
layers of differently colored ceramic ink in order to reduce the risk of intermixing during 
heat treatment (pg 29 lines 7-11). Note that introducing such clear ceramic ink 
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interlayers between the ceramic ink layers of the process described in 6 above would 
inherently place such layers in a position of defining the print pattern. Hill et al. further 
disclose that all of the methods described enable the production of dot, line and other 
print patterns comprising discrete elements which may be held in the desired spatial 
relationship (pg 29 lines 19-21). 

4. Regarding claims 5 and 18, Hill et al. in view of Hill et al. disclose all limitations 
of claim 1 (see 6 above). 

Hill et al. do not disclose the following: applying a preliminary heat treatment to a 
layer comprising glass frit and resin matrix such that the resin matrix is substantially 
removed from the layer during the preliminary heat treatment; after burning off of parts 
of layers outside of the print pattern subjecting the sheet of glass to a glass toughening 
process comprising a further heat treatment process and subsequent cooling by cold air 
quenching. 

Hill et al. disclose heat treating a printed sheet of glass in two different 
temperature regimes (pg 8 lines 1 1-21). The first temperature regime (referred to as an 
ink fusing regime) typically involves temperatures up to 576°C which burns off all 
components of the ceramic ink other than glass frit and pigment and melts the glass frit 
and fuses the remainder of the ink onto the glass. The second temperature regime 
(referred to as a tempering or toughening regime) typically involves temperatures 
between 670°C and 700°C for tempering the glass followed by fast cooling, typically by 
cold air quenching (pg 8 lines 11-21). The tempering regime imparts a considerably 
improved flexural strength to the resultant tempered glass (pg 8 lines 24-27). Hill et al. 
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further disclose that the tempering regime may be carried out after a separate ink fusing 
regime (pg 8 lines 28-30). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to subject the ceramic ink printed glass sheet in Hill et al. to an ink fusing 
regime prior to a glass tempering regime as taught by Hill et al. The rationale for 
combining is based on the teaching of Hill et al. that doing so will predictably result in 
effectively burning off all components of the ceramic ink other than glass frit and 
pigment and fusing the remainder of the ink onto the glass prior to tempering the glass 
(pg 8 lines 1 1 -30). Further rationale for combining is based on the teaching of Hill et al. 
that cold-air quenching predictably results in a fast way of cooling the glass sheet from 
the tempering regime facilitating the strengthening of the glass sheet (pg 8 lines 1 1 -27). 

Note that when the ink fusing regime is carried out prior to the glass tempering 
regime, the ink fusing regime (in which the resin matrix is burned off) constitutes a 
preliminary heat treatment. 

5. Regarding claim 6 and 20, Hill et al. in view of Hill et al. disclose all limitations 
of claims 1 and 9 (see 6 above), however, do not explicitly disclose the migration of 
molten glass frit from one ceramic ink layer into another or the settling of pigment into 
the molten glass frit. Given that ceramic link layers 12, 14 and 16 (comprising glass frit 
and pigment) lie one on top of the other (Figure 5D-F), migration of molten glass frit and 
settling of pigment into the molten glass frit would, by definition, occur due to gravity 
upon melting of the glass frit in these layers during the tempering regime in which 
ceramic ink layers 12, 14 and 16 are fused into tempered glass 50 (pg 40 lines 19-22). 
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6. Regarding claim 12, Hill et al. in view of Hill et al. disclose all limitations of claim 
1 1 (see 6 above) and further disclose covercoat 36, typically a methacrylate lacquer (pg 
40 lines 16-17). Hill et al. do not explicitly disclose that covercoat 36 does not contain 
glass frit, however, covercoat 36 is burned off during the tempering heat treatment (pg 
40 lines 19-22) and therefore, by definition, does not contain glass frit. 

7. Regarding claim 19, Hill et al. in view of Hill et al. disclose all limitations of claim 
1 (see 6 above). 

Hill et al. do not disclose removing the parts of a layer outside of the print pattern 
by a subsequent finishing process comprising applying a vacuum, water jetting or air 
jetting. 

Hill et al. disclose a method 3.2 (pg 22 line 21 to pg 23 line 6) of partially imaging 
a substrate with superimposed layers whereby unwanted ink between the selectively 
applied adhesive (marking the desired print pattern) can be removed by a number of 
methods including air jetting or water jetting. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to remove unwanted ink outside of a print pattern using air jetting or water 
jetting as taught by Hill et al. in Hill et al.'s process. The rationale for combining is based 
on the teaching of Hill et al. that doing so will predictably result in an effective way of 
removing unwanted ink outside of the print pattern (pg 22 line 31 to pg 23 line 6). 
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8. Claims 3, 14 & 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hill et al. WO 00/46043 and Geddes (US 6,481,353) as applied to claims 1, 2, 
4-6, 9-12, 16-24 above, and further in view of Whitehead US Patent 4,321,778. 

9. Regarding claims 3, 14 and 15, Hill et al. in view of Hill et al. disclose all 
limitations of claim 1 (see paragraph 6 above). 

Hill et al. do not disclose the following: a plurality of single layers of different color 
having spaced apart boundaries; a print pattern defined by white ceramic ink comprising 
glass frit and resin matrix material; and a print pattern defined by black ceramic ink 
comprising glass frit and resin matrix material. 

Whitehead discloses a glass pane whereby a broken pattern of white and black 
opaque material is applied to the surface or surfaces of the glass pane (Abstract). The 
pattern can be formed by dots, lines or any suitable shapes made up of white and black 
opaque material (Column 2, lines 10-12). Single layer dots of black and white opaque 
material defining a print pattern on opposite sides of a glass pane are illustrated in 
Figures 1B, C and I (Column 2, lines 14-20). According to one embodiment, the black 
and white opaque material is ceramic ink applied to the glass surface by either silk- 
screening or a decal method (Column 2, lines 43-46). Whitehead further discloses use 
of such a glass pane to allow persons on one side of the pane to see through to the 
other side without undue loss of clarity while persons on the other side are not unduly 
distracted by reflections from the pane and movement of the persons on the other side 
(Column 1 lines 7-23). 



Application/Control Number: 10/529,367 Page 17 

Art Unit: 1741 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to print single layers of black and white ceramic ink dots defining a print 
pattern on opposite sides of a glass pane as taught by Whitehead in Hill et al.'s process. 
The rationale to combine is based on the teachings of Whitehead that a such a method 
of printing a glass pane will predictably result in a glass pane that will allow persons on 
one side of the pane to see through to the other side without undue loss of clarity while 
persons on the other side are not unduly distracted by reflections from the pane and 
movement of the persons on the other side (Column 1 lines 7-23). 

10. Claims 7, 8 & 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hill et al. WO 00/46043 and Geddes (US 6,481,353) as applied to claims 1-6, 9- 
12 & 14-24 above, and in view of Yamano et al. US Patent 4,971,858. 

1 1 . Regarding claims 7 and 8, Hill et al. in view of Hill et al. disclose all limitations 
of claims 1 and 1 1 (see 6 above). 

Hill et al. do not disclose the melting of resin during the heat treatment process to 
form liquid resin. 

Yamano et al. disclose a method for forming and fixing a pattern onto a substrate 
in which the pattern is formed using a sheet (Abstract). The pattern-forming sheets are 
disclosed as being useful for preparation of a design for a figure to be formed on 
porcelain, glassware, enameled articles and the like or for formation of patterns for bar 
code labels on substrates of ceramics or other heat-resistant materials (Column 6 lines 
16-23). The ink used for the pattern-forming sheets is disclosed as comprising glass frit 
and inorganic pigment, metallic powder, metallic oxide powder or the like (Column 4 
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lines 41-45). Yamano et al. further disclose that the ink preferably contains an organic 
binder and/or wax including polyamide resins, petroleum resins, styrene resins, paraffin 
wax and carnauba wax (Column 5 lines 17-22). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use a resin binding matrix comprising paraffin wax and/or carnauba 
wax as taught by Yamano et al. in the ceramic ink in Hill et al.'s process. The rationale 
to combine is based on the teaching of Yamano et al. that use of such binders in 
ceramic ink will predictably result in an ink useful for pattern-forming (Column 5 lines 17- 
22). 

Since carnauba wax and paraffin wax both have melting points above room 
temperature, heating of a ceramic ink printed glass surface where the ink contained one 
or both of these resin matrix materials will, by definition, result in melting of the resin 
matrix to form liquid resin before subsequent burning off of the resinous material as the 
temperature increases. The liquid resin produced during heating and prior to burning off 
will, by definition, carry particles of glass frit from the uppers layers of ceramic ink to the 
lower layers of ceramic ink due to gravity. 

12. Regarding claim 13, Hill et al. in view of Hill et al. disclose all limitations of 
claims 1 & 1 1 (see paragraph 6 above). 

Hill et al. do not disclose the burning off of matrix leaving pigment on the sheet of 
glass outside of the print pattern. 

Yamano et al. disclose a method for forming and fixing a pattern onto a substrate 
in which the pattern is formed using a sheet (Abstract). The pattern-forming sheets are 
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disclosed as being useful for preparation of a design for a figure to be formed on 
porcelain, glassware, enameled articles and the like or for formation of patterns for bar 
code labels on substrates of ceramics or other heat-resistant materials (Column 6 lines 
16-23). In Example 4 (Column 10 lines 20 to page bottom), Yamano et al. disclose the 
printing of a bar code pattern onto the surface of a glass product. The pattern design 5 
is defined by black ceramic ink comprising frit and binder (Figure 4 & Table 2) on a 
white ceramic ink background comprising frit and binder, referred to as an ink-receiving 
layer 9 (Figure 4 & Table 1 ). Both the design layer 5 and ink-receiving layer 9 are 
transferred from the sheet illustrated in Figure 4 onto the glass sheet via adhesive layer 
1 1 after removing second releasable substrate 13 and then subjected to heat treatment 
(Column 10 lines 20 to page bottom). During heat treatment the adhesive and resin 
binder are completely burned off leaving a black bar code pattern on a white 
background, the white background existing outside of the print pattern defined by the 
black ink. Yamano et al. further disclose that the black bar code pattern is firmly held on 
the white substrate with clear contrast (Column 10 lines 64 to page bottom). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the method of burning off binder matrix leaving white pigment on a 
sheet of glass outside of a print pattern defined by black pigment as taught by Yamano 
et al in Hill et al.'s process. The rationale for combining is based on the teaching of 
Yamano et al. that doing so will predictably result in a black bar code pattern firmly held 
onto a white substrate with clear contrast (Column 10 lines 64 to page bottom). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 5 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim 5 requires an intermediate heating step wherein the resin matrix is 
substantially removed from "said one of said layers" before application of "said another 
of said layers and before said subjecting of said sheet of glass and said plurality of 
layers to said heat treatment process". The prior art of record teaches a single firing 
step wherein a plurality of layers are subject to a burn out temperature, however the 
prior art fails to teach all of the limitations of the independent claim and including such 
an intermediate heating step. 

Applicant is advised that the invention as disclosed comprises additional 
Allowable subject matter. Applicant is respectfully requested to schedule a telephonic 
or personal interview with the undersigned Examiner in order to discuss claim 
amendments which will distinguish the claimed invention over the prior art disclosures. 

Response to Arguments 



Argument #1) 
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Applicant alleges that Geddes fails to teach a print pattern which "subdivides the 
panel into a plurality of discrete printed areas and/or a plurality of discrete unprinted 
areas" . 

In support of this position Applicant points to Geddes Figure 1 asserting that the 
instant figure displays a contiguous coating wherein all superimposed layers extend 
over the same substrate surface area. Applicant concludes that figure 1 fails to teach a 
plurality of discrete printed areas and/or a plurality of discrete unprinted areas. 

Turning to Geddes Figure 6A, Applicant asserts that the instant figure fails 
"illustrates a ribbon of imaging material" however applicant asserts that none of the 
layers comprise a ceramic ink comprising glass frit in the form of said printing pattern. 
Specifically, Applicant asserts that Geddes col. 3, lines 20 to col 5, line 63 only 
discloses the flux underlayer 14 as comprising glass frit and that the flux underlayer is a 
continuous layer which is not printed in a pattern. 

In response, Applicant is first respectfully advised that a single printed area such 
as the decal disclosed in the Geddes Figure 1 may reasonably be said to define a 
plurality of discrete unit areas which are coated or printed by the decal. Setting aside all 
other teachings in the Geddes reference, this construction by itself reads upon the 
contested claim language. To the extent that Applicant appears to insinuate that the 
printed decal necessarily comprises a particular design or a specific arrangement of 
printed and unprinted areas, such a limitation is nowhere recited in the claim language. 
In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
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applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies are not 
recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F. 2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In further response Applicants allegation that Geddes fails to teach a pattern of 
printed and unprinted regions, Applicant is respectfully directed to Geddes col. 13, lines 
36-48. The instant passage explicitly states, for example, that figure 6A depicts an 
embodiment wherein a ribbon comprises discrete regions of printed material, namely 
panels (38), spaced by regions which are not coated by this material. Geddes explicitly 
states that "the various panels (38) shown in Fig. 6A represent one or more ceramic 
colorant panels used to produce a ceramic colorant image (20)" (col. 13, lines 62-64). 
Stated alternately, Geddes teaches that a single ceramic decal may comprise plural 
spaced panels (38). The pattern of printed ceramic regions of figure 6A are thusly 
transferred to a substrate (see Example 1 ) and subsequently heat treated to result in 
the transferred ceramic decal defining a pattern of discrete printed areas and/or a 
plurality of discrete unprinted areas. 

In response to Applicants allegation that the flux underlayer is a continuous layer 
which is not printed in a pattern, Applicant is again reminded that figure 6A demonstrate 
a patterned decal comprising a plurality of printed regions and a plurality of unprinted 
regions. Geddes later states that the embodiment of Figure 7 represents the "ribbon" 
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structure of any one of the ribbons from figure 2 through 6A (col. 1 3, lines 60-62). It is 
evident from the depicted structure of Figure 7 that a single printed panel (38) from 
figure 6A may comprise a plurality of layers of colorant, opacification, and flux layers. In 
view of the instant figures 6A and 7 and the noted passages in Geddes, it is the 
Examiners assessment that the prior art teaches at least one embodiment wherein a 
layer comprising ceramic ink and glass frit forms a printed pattern defining a plurality of 
discrete printed areas and/or a plurality of discrete unprinted areas wherein said layers 
are in substantially exact registration. 

Finally, and notwithstanding the foregoing discussion, Geddes explicitly teaches 
that in even in the most extreme embodiment, the layer (20) may comprise up to about 
5 percent weight glass frit (col. 12, lines 4-17). 

In view of the foregoing and contrary to Applicants allegations, it is evident that 
the Geddes reference explicitly teaches fabrication of a substrate comprising a plurality 
of discrete printed areas (38) and/or a plurality of discrete unprinted areas spacing said 
printed areas (38) per figure 6A. Further, it is evident that Geddes contemplates 
embodiments wherein the aforementioned printed regions (38) comprise at least about 
5 weight percent glass frit. Applicants arguments suggesting otherwise are held to be 
unpersuasive. 
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Applicants arguments concerning the rejection of claims 2, 10, are construed to 
turn upon the claim amendments presented in the instant reply and are therefore not 
further 

Applicants arguments regarding the rejection of claim 14 are construed to parallel 
those agains claim 1 above, namely that Geddes only teaches a continuous 
opacification layer and that the opacification layer does not comprise glass frit. In 
response, Applicant is kindly directed to the discussion above with respect to claim 1 
and to Figure 8 of Geddes. The prior art specifically notes that figure 8 is analogous to 
the structure of Figure 7 except that the embodiment of figure 8 comprises an 
opacification layer (see col. 14, lines 57-65). For the same or similar reasons as noted 
above the structure of figure 8 viewed in light of the decal structure of Figure 6A, it is the 
Examiners assesment that the prior art in fact does convey a print pattern defined by a 
white ceramic ink comprising said glass frit and resin matrix Material. 

Regarding claim 16, Applicant acknowledges that the prior art transfers a decal 
onto a base substrate, however Applicant asserts that the prior art fails to teach that the 
layers can be printed onto the substrate. 

In response and to the extent that Applicant purports a distinction between the 
prior art process of applying the decal onto the substrate and the claimed method of 
printing the decal onto the substrate, Applicant is advised that no clear distinction is 
evident in the claim language. It follows that Applicant's arguments fail to comply with 
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37 CFR 1 .1 1 1(b) because they amount to a general allegation that the claims define a 
patentable invention without specifically pointing out how the language of the claims 
patentably distinguishes them from the references. 

Regarding claim 28, Applicant alleges that Geddes applies flux undercoat (14) 
over the entire substrate and thereby concludes that the Geddes glass frit would 
therefore necessarily "migrate into said another of said layers outside said print pattern". 

In response, Applicant is again kindly directed to the above discussion regarding 
the rejection of claim 1 . To reiterate, figure 6A discloses a plurality of panels (38) which 
collectively constitute a single decal having both printed and unprinted regions. Figure 
7 in Geddes makes plain that panels (38) may comprise flux which would bind the 
panels to the substrate during firing only within the printed region of each individual 
panel (38). 

To the extent that Applicant asserts that the Geddes reference requires that frit 
be indiscriminently applied over the entirety of the substrate, Applicant is respectfully 
advised that there is simply no evidence to support such an interpretation of the prior art 
reference. Since Applicant has provided no conclusive evidence in support of the 
instant allegations, it follows that said allegations are held to be mere conjecture and 
attorney argument. 

The Official policy regarding Attorney argument is clearly outlined in MPEP 
§2145 [R-3]; 

"Attorney argument is not evidence unless it is an admission, in which case, an 
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examiner may use the admission in making a rejection. See MPEP § 2129 and § 
2144.03 for a discussion of admissions as prior art. The arguments of counsel 
cannot take the place of evidence in the record. In re Schulze, 346 F.2d 600, 
602, 145 USPQ 716, 718 (CCPA 1965); In re Geisler, 116 F.3d 1465, 43 
USPQ2d 1 362 (Fed. Cir. 1 997) ("An assertion of what seems to follow from 
common experience is just attorney argument and not the kind of factual 
evidence that is required to rebut a prima facie case of obviousness."). See 
MPEP § 71 6.01 (c) for examples of attorney statements which are not evidence 
and which must be supported by an appropriate affidavit or declaration. 

Regarding the rejection of claims over Hill (US 6,824,639) in view of Geddes, 
Applicant presents the following arguments 

Argument #1) 

Applicant asserts that Hill fails to teach printing a layer pattern in the form of the 
final print pattern. In support of this position, Applicant points to a passage from Hill 
which states in pertinent part that the layers may be applied with no attempt to produce 
the ultimately desired print pattern. Applicant thereby concludes that Hill fails to teach 
printing the layer pattern without regard to any print pattern. 

In response, Applicant is respectfully directed at least to Hill col. 6, lines 1-21 
which teaches in pertinent part that a predetermined pattern of superimposed layers is 
fabricated. The instant superimposed layer structure clearly reads upon teh recited 
"form of a print pattern". Further, it is evident at least from figure 2D that each of teh 
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layers respectively defines a plurality of discrete printed areas and a plurality of discrete 
unprinted areas. 

Further, Applicant is respectfully advised that the claimed invention fails to set 
forth any limitation which requires that the pattern thusly printed is identical to the finally 
obtained print pattern. So, again in response to applicant's argument that the 
references fail to show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the 
features upon which applicant relies are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although 
the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 USPQ2d 1057 
(Fed.Cir. 1993). 

With respect to claim 9, Applicant argues that the Official Action equates the Hill 
covercoat (36) to the "another of said layers" and that the Hill covercoat does not 
comprise pigment. Applicant thereby concludes that Hill fails to teach that another of 
said layers comprises pigment as recited in claim 9 and that this layer is burnt off during 
heat treatment as recited in claim 1 . 

In response, Applicant is respectfully advised that the present arguments appear 
to be directed exclusively against the Hill reference where the rejection of claim 1 and 9 
are based upon the combined teachings of Hill in view of Geddes. Applicant is further 
advised that in the prior Official Action, it was noted that one skilled in teh art would 
have found it obvious to use the Geddes covercoat and/or downcoat material 
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respectively for the covercoat and downcoat materials discussed in the Hill reference. It 
was further noted that at least a portion of the covercoat and/or downcoat materials the 
may reside outside of the print region of at least one of the printed layers. Applicant 
was finally advised that at least the frangible binder, wax, or plastics in the covercoat 
and/or downcoat layers are burnt off or vaporized upon firing the decal. Any one of said 
binder, wax, and/or plastic would reasonably be construed to read upon the claimed 
pigment materials as each would be expected to impart at least a nominal coloration to 
the material (e.g. the binder, wax or plastic additives would be reasonably expected to 
affect the absorption/reflection properties of the covercoat and/or downcoat materials). 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

The foregoing notwithstanding, Applicant was advised (see page 3 of the prior 
Official Action) Applicants Specification as originally filed makes plain that removal of 
spurious or unwanted depositions by selective force (see paragraph [0002]) was a well 
established practice at the time of the invention. Therefore, removal of parts of another 
of the layers outside the desired print area by a subsequent finishing process would 
have been construed as merely conventional quality control practice at the time of the 
invention. 
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Applicants arguments concerning the rejection of claims 5, are construed to turn 
upon the claim amendments presented in the instant reply and are therefore not further 

Applicant's arguments, see page 19, filed September 10, 2010, with respect to 
the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1 2 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) over Hill in view of Geddes have 
been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 

Applicant is advised that the rejection of claim 12 over Geddes alone is 
construed to stand as previously presented and that upon further consideration, a new 
ground(s) of rejection of claim 12 over Geddes and Hill is set forth as above. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JASON L. LAZORCIK whose telephone number is 
(571)272-2217. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8:30 
am to 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Daniels can be reached on (571) 272-2450. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Jason L Lazorcik/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1741 
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